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ABSTRACT
A frequently noted phenomenon in child English grammar is the failure to express 
tense inflection in verbs, producing sentences like, “He play ball.” Wexler (1994) 
suggested that children pass through an Optional Infinitive Stage during which both finite 
and nonfinite verbs would be grammatically acceptable to children. A similar error of 
child English that has been repeatedly noted is the failure to invert the subject and verb in 
forming wh-questions (e.g. What Mommy can eat?).  In this thesis, I explore the 
possibility that the optionality of subject-verb inversion is related to the optionality of verb 
finiteness marking. Rizzi (1996) explicitly proposes such a link by suggesting that in 
questions, an interrogative feature that is associated with Tense raises on verbs to the head 
of the Complementizer Phrase (CP). If Rizzi’s theory is correct, then subject-verb 
inversion (V to I to C) will only take place with verbs that are finite. The implication of 
this hypothesis is that optional finiteness marking on verbs may only produce V to I to C
movement in those cases in which the finite option is chosen. If Rizzi is correct, these two 
phenomena (verb finiteness marking and subject-verb inversion) should be linked in 
development. To test this hypothesis, we carried out two "Grammaticality Choice Task" 
(Pratt & Grinstead 2007) experiments with the same group of 18 children between the 
ages 3;0-6;0. In the first experiment the children were asked to choose between finite and 
nonfinite verbs. In the second, they chose between inverted and uninverted wh-questions. 
Following Rizzi’s theory, we hypothesized that children should be able to correctly 
identify verb finiteness more proficiently than subject-verb inversion, as a function of verb 
raising to Tense. In addition to this, we hypothesized that their performance on the two 
tasks should be correlated, as movement from T to C should only be possible when 
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movement has first taken place from V to T. Results indicated that 16 of 18 children 
(89%) had better results on the finiteness test (mean percentage correct = 82%, range = 
42-100% correct) than they did on the inversion test (mean percentage correct =73%, 
range 32-100% correct). Further, in spite of this statistically significant difference (paired 
t-test, t(17) = 2.338, p < 0.032, two tailed), their results were highly correlated (Pearson 
Correlation = 0.721, p < 0.001). Therefore I argue that because finiteness marking 
develops more quickly than inversion, and because the development of inversion closely 
tracks the development of finiteness in individual children, finiteness marking is a 
necessary condition for inversion. In this way, these results are consistent with the 
hypothesis that optional finiteness in child English causes optional inversion in wh-
questions in child English.
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1Chapter 1. Introduction
A long-standing debate in the study of child language acquisition is the question of 
how language develops and how accurately the speech produced by children reflects their 
grammars. The Continuity Hypothesis (Pinker 1984) suggests that children’s grammars 
are internally coherent systems that develop gradually until becoming the adult system. It 
has been noted across studies that children frequently omit tense inflection, producing 
sentences like, “I running across the street.” and also fail to invert subjects and verbs in 
wh- questions, producing sentences like, “What mommy can eat?” (Bellugi 1966, Brown 
1973, etc). 
In order to account for the verbs that optionally lack tense marking, Wexler (1998) 
proposes the Optional Infinitive Stage during which verbs are optionally marked for 
finiteness in child grammar. Wexler assumes, following Chomsky (1995), that sentences 
have hierarchical structure and that words, such as verbs, which bear inflectional 
morphology (such as the present tense "s" on the verb "eat-s"), move from their initial 
syntactic position to higher syntactic positions in the structure in order for the "s" to 
express present tense and 3rd person singular agreement (Figure 1.1).
Figure 1.1
2The hypothesis behind the Optional Infinitive Stage would claim that this 
seemingly sporadic expression of finiteness would be a result of the verb sometimes 
raising from V to I and sometimes not. The expression of finiteness on verbs, however, is 
not the only optional grammatical process we find in the speech of children.  A prominent 
theory of how wh- questions are formed in English (Rizzi 1991) assumes that the verb 
moves above the subject to a position higher in the structure.  If the verb is an auxiliary, it 
is raised to C above the subject in the question (e.g. The girl is happy now. When is the 
girl happy?).  If the sentence contains only a main verb, do-support provides a 
supplemental auxiliary that will then carry the inflection onto C instead of the main verb 
raising (e.g. The boy plays in the sand. Where does the boy play?; see Figure 1.2).  
Chomsky (1981) proposed the Head Movement Constraint, which in this case dictates that 
verbs move upwards in a sentence structure and that they are unable to skip over an empty 
head before passing on to their final destination. Given the structure in Figure 1.1 and the 
Head Movement Constraint, we see that verbs raising from V to C are required to pass 
through I first, where the verb will acquire inflection (tense, person, number).
Figure 1.2
3*From Susi Wurmbrand and William Snyder, University of Connecticut http://www.sp.uconn.edu/~li101is1/FALL03/
Given the observation that finiteness marking in child English is optional, if Rizzi's 
account of V-to-I-to-C movement is correct, and if the Head Movement Constraint is 
correct, then it can be said also that there should be an interaction between the 
phenomenon of finiteness marking and subject-verb inversion.
In this thesis, I explore the possibility that the optionality observed in finiteness 
marking on verbs in child English could be the cause of the optionality of verbs raising 
above subjects in wh- questions. Pratt and Grinstead (2007) noted an apparent correlation 
between nonfinite verb errors and uninverted wh- questions in child Spanish, but the 
number of children who did both of the experiments was too small for the results to be 
statistically significant. The current study consists of two such grammaticality judgment 
tasks in English through which we have attempted to measure the grammar of verb 
finiteness and subject-verb inversion in preschool-aged English speakers. By testing both 
constructions in the same group of children, we hope to establish whether or not there is a 
4correlation between children’s knowledge of the two constructions, thus confirming adult 
syntactic theories (e.g. Rizzi 1991), which predict a connection between the two. Further, 
we will investigate specific properties of finiteness marking and wh- question formation, 
including whether multiple morphological markers of tense develop in parallel, as has 
been reported in longitudinal studies (Rice, Wexler, & Hershberger 1998; Rice, Wexler, & 
Redmond 1999), and whether the different types of finiteness markers invert to different 
degrees in questions. Finally, we will investigate whether the type of wh- pronoun has an 
effect on the degree to which verbs invert.
Chapter 2.  Study 1: Verb Finiteness Grammaticality Judgment Task
2.1 Background
It has been generally noted that children frequently omit verb finiteness during 
early stages of language acquisition (e.g. Brown & Hanlon 1970; Cazden 1968). During 
this stage, Wexler hypothesizes that verbs raise from V to I for inflection optionally, so 
that children produce sentences such as “Mommy eats grapes,” as well as “Mommy eat 
grapes,” (see Figure 1.1).  
The –s morpheme is taken to represent tense, but there are other word endings 
(inflectional morphemes) which also mark tense on verbs, including –ed for tense, and 
auxiliary verbs be and do. Rice, Wexler, & Hershberger (1998) and Rice, Wexler, & 
Redmond (1999) found in their longitudinal studies that the growth curve patterns of all of 
the tense-marking morphemes are similar over time in typically-developing as well as 
language-impaired children. The thesis presents the results of a grammaticality judgment 
task used to measure children’s ability to distinguish finite from nonfinite verbs, as in 
5Rice, Wexler, & Redmond (1999), however, we will look cross-sectionally at a sample of 
typically-developing children between the ages of 3- and 6-years-old to see whether we 
find similar rates of growth of the different morphemes which represent tense.   
2.2 Methods
Participants
The participants in this study were twenty-two typically developing monolingual 
child English speakers from childcare centers in Central Ohio. Their ages ranged from 3;0 
to 6;0. Their mean age was 4;6. The group consisted of seven 3-year-olds, eight 4-year-
olds, six 5-year-olds, and one 6-year-old who successfully completed the task. Twenty-six 
additional children who did not successfully complete the task were omitted from results.
Procedures
We used a grammaticality judgment task experiment to determine how well 
children were capable of determining the grammaticality of nonfinite verbs. The task is an 
adaptation of Pratt and Grinstead’s Grammaticality Choice Task model (2007). We began 
the test by explaining to the children that we were going to play a game in which the 
puppets (a monkey and a hippo) were still very young and learning to talk. We asked the 
children if they could help the young animals learn by letting them know whenever one of 
the animals produced a wrong sentence. 
Both the kids and the puppets were shown an illustration for each set of utterances. 
The utterances were based on the vocabulary in the MacArthur Communicative 
Development Inventory. Each puppet would then produce a sentence about the picture, one 
being grammatical in the adult language and the other representing the kind of sentence 
6we believe early child grammars to optionally allow: nonfinite verbs. The first four 
statements were practice to ensure that the children understood the format of the game, 
followed by pairs of sentences delivered by the two puppets. The ungrammatical sentences 
came from either puppet pseudo-randomly, without either puppet ever saying more than 
three consecutive correct or incorrect sentences at any point. 
Because in pilot work we found that some children would pick one puppet 
continuously for reasons unrelated to language, we included filler questions in which the 
incorrect sentence was uttered by the last correctly chosen puppet (following McDaniel, 
Chiu, & Maxfield 1995), thus forcing the child to either select the least favorite puppet or 
to implicitly show that they were not following our experimental format. The filler 
questions were utterances that Rice, Wexler, & Redmond (1999) showed that even very 
young children are able to readily identify as incorrect, including verbs missing –ing 
morphemes when the auxiliary be is present (e.g. The girl is hugging the tiger. The girl is 
hug the tiger.). This system also provided us with a way to anticipate the child using a 
pattern to select answers (such as alternating between the puppets) so that we were able to 
break the pattern by making a puppet obviously correct twice in a row. These filler 
questions were essential to our experiment because they provided our basis for knowing 
how reliable the children’s responses were. Children who answered more than one of the 
four filler questions incorrectly were omitted from results. 
The verb finiteness task had children determine the grammaticality of nonfinite 
verbs in simple sentences about the presented illustrations. There were twenty-four pairs 
of sentences in this set, in addition to the practice and filler questions. The main verbs 
7used include six sentences each of third person singular present tense -s, regular past tense 
-ed, copula “be”, and auxiliary “be”. 
1. a) Oscar flies a kite.  
    b) Oscar fly a kite.  
2. a) The dinosaur is big. 
                b) The dinosaur big. 
3. a) Goofy is playing soccer. 
                b) Goofy playing soccer.
The principal idea of the task is to evaluate children's grammars independently of 
the frozen form utterances that they may use in their spontaneous production by not 
allowing them to draw fully inflected forms from their lexicons, but rather by having them 
choose the correct utterance from the two possibilities that the experimenters have created.  
We think that because the children only have to remember both sentences for a matter of 
seconds in order to determine which one is grammatical, this should give us the most 
accurate reading possible of their grammars. 
82. 3 Results
We can see from Figure 2.1 that auxiliary “be” was much more challenging for the 
3- and 4-year-olds, but by age 5 most of the children seem to reach ceiling and we can see 
all the variables are nearly equally difficult. In this thesis, we define “ceiling” as 
answering correctly 90% or more of the time, such as would most adults. 
Third person present singular –s seems to change the most dramatically, initially 
being one of the most frequently omitted morphemes with 3-year-olds and resulting in the 
least commonly omitted with 5-year-olds. This can be explained by the regularity of the 
third person singular –s morpheme in English in comparison to the irregularities of past 
tense forms and both auxiliary and copular forms of “be”. 
Figure 2.1
Correct Percentages of Verb Finiteness by Age 
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9Table 2.1
Verb Finiteness Percentage Correct by Age Group and Morpheme
-s -ed BE-aux BE-cop
3-year-olds 58% 68% 57% 71%
4-year-olds 79% 74% 67% 88%
5-year-olds 95% 92% 93% 90%
2.4 Discussion
Rice et al (1998) showed that there should be similar growth curves for different 
morphemes across ages in their longitudinal study.  Looking at Figure 2.2, we can see that 
across our 3 age groups, the 4 morpheme types do indeed develop in similar ways from 
the 3-year-olds, who are equally happy to choose finite or nonfinite verbs (just over 50%), 
to the 5-year-olds who virtually always insist on the finite verbs only.
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Figure 2.2
Morpheme Development Across Age Groups
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These preliminary findings are a cross-sectional corroboration of the findings in Rice, 
Wexler, & Redmond (1999) and support the position that abstract syntactic tense develops 
over time and can be measured receptively, using multiple morphological expressions.
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Chapter 3.  Study 2: Subject-Verb Inversion Grammaticality Judgment Task
3.1 Background
Children’s failure to invert subjects and verbs in wh- questions is an area of much 
study with seemingly little conclusion. Bellugi (1966) performed a longitudinal study of 
three children’s inversion abilities, and found that children passed through stages of 
development during which yes-no questions were sometimes inverted but wh- questions 
were not. Instead, wh- questions were marked only with the wh- word in sentence initial 
position and the verb in the same position it occupies in declarative sentences.  Ingram & 
Tyack (1979) did a cross-sectional study of twenty-one children that found no 
resemblance to Bellugi’s proposed stages, however they nonetheless found significant 
numbers of uninverted subjects and verbs in early child English yes-no and wh- questions. 
Erreich (1984) studied eighteen children in their homes using both spontaneous speech 
and elicited production. Her findings showed optional inversion for both wh- questions as 
well as yes-no questions, but especially of interest was her description of which wh-
pronouns were the most difficult for children to invert, which we will discuss below. 
In all of the aforementioned studies, there were errors due to test type. The present 
study implements a grammaticality judgment task to avoid some of the errors that can 
result from parent-reported data (Ingram & Tyack) or from elicited production (Erreich). 
Erreich (1984) noted that children were more likely to produce inverted questions in 
spontaneous speech than elicited speech, which suggests that children use constructions 
with which they feel comfortable. Receptive tasks, such as ours, reduce children's abilities 
to take advantage of possibly lexically stored utterances because it provides the child  with 
already constructed sentences to evaluate.
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Erreich (1984) showed that uninverted questions differed dramatically as a 
function of which wh- word was used. This is interesting from the perspective of syntactic 
theory because wh- questions are categorized as either being "argument" or “adjunct” 
questions. Argument questions are those in which the wh- element is a subcategorized 
argument of the verb and in this way connected directly the verb's meaning, e.g. the direct 
object of a transitive verb, as in example 4. Adjunct questions are those in which the wh-
element is not connected to the verb's meaning and could be attached to virtually any verb, 
whether transitive or intransitive, as in example 5.
4. a) Bill ate cheese. 
    b) What did Bill eat?
5. a) Bill ate cheese because he was hungry.
    b) Why did Bill eat cheese?
According to Erreich, the percentages of argument and adjunct questions that were 
uninverted were as in Table 3.1, in comparison to the overall scores of the 3-year-olds 
from the present study.
Table 3.1  Inversion Frequencies Compared
Erreich Present Study
Arguments
What 24% 60%
Where 28% 45%
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Adjuncts
When 92% 52%
Why 77% 55%
Consequently, our first question is whether, when measured receptively, we find 
differences similar to those Erreich found in production data. Our second question is 
whether the kind of verb used in the question matters. For this reason, we used an array of 
different verbs to answer this second question.
3.2 Methods
Participants
The participants in this study were twenty-two typically developing monolingual 
child English speakers from childcare centers in Central Ohio. Their ages ranged from 3;0 
to 6;0. Their mean age was 4;6.  The group consisted of eight 3-year-olds, seven 4-year-
olds, six 5-year-olds, and one 6-year-old who successfully completed the task. Twenty-six 
children who were unable to successfully complete the task were excluded from the 
results. 
Procedures
This study followed the same format as the verb finiteness task explained in 
Section 2.2, but it measured instead the children’s grammaticality judgments of subject-
verb inversion in wh- questions. We presented five questions for each wh- word (what, 
where, when, why). The five verb types included for each wh- word were third person 
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singular present tense -s, regular preterit marker -ed, copula “be”, auxiliary “be”, and 
modals, such as those in examples 6-9. 
6. a) Where does the crab live?  
    b) Where the crab does live?
7. a) What did the monkey eat? 
    b) What the monkey did eat?
8. a) Why is Pooh looking in the pot? 
    b) Why Pooh is looking in the pot?
9. a) When can the boy blow bubbles? 
    b) When the boy can blow bubbles?
In addition to the twenty items, we used four filler and four practice questions, 
again to make sure that the children understood the test format. The filler questions 
included word order errors that, according to Pratt and Grinstead (2007), were easily 
identifiable as such by even young children, such as misplaced determiners or prepositions 
(e.g. The girl holds the umbrella. The girl holds umbrella the.).  The filler questions were 
used to monitor the accuracy of children’s responses by giving us the leeway to change the 
order of correct/incorrect utterances on an obviously incorrect utterance based on the 
child’s previous response, pre-empting any preference for a particular puppet, 
distractedness from the task, or pattern of guessing that might have occurred. 
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3.3  Results
The distribution of errors in the inversion task was particularly interesting. Figure 
3.1 illustrates the correct percentage levels among question types for each of the three age 
groups of children. It is worth noting that the error rates for 5-year-olds are fairly level as 
the children reach ceiling levels of performance, while the 3- and 4-year olds are quite 
varied. 
Figure 3.1
 Correct Percentage of Inversion for Question 
Type by Age Group
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A factor of interest also is the rate of error for each of the four wh-word questions 
(Figure 2.1). Erreich (1984) showed that children tended to invert when, why wh-questions  
less frequently than what, where wh-questions (see Table 3.1).  In Erreich’s results for 
both elicited production and spontaneous speech, it showed the uninversion percentages of 
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wh-questions with what (24%) and where (28%) to be dramatically less frequent than the 
frequency percentages of uninverted wh-questions with when (92%) and why (77%).  
While the participants of Erreich’s study were younger than those of the present study 
(2;5-3;0), the only one of the current three age groups to exhibit this pattern is the 4-year-
old group. 
Another variable of interest is the variation of error percentage for each of the 
verbal elements included in the inversion task.  Tables 3.2-3.4 show the percentage of 
errors for each question type by both morpheme and question type. While, again, there 
were only eight 3-year-olds who participated in this task, we see that the uninversion rates 
were fairly high (50% or higher in nine of the twenty categories; see Table 3.2), while the 
4-year-olds only reached 50% error in three of the twenty categories (Table 3.3), and the 
5-year-olds never erred as much as 50% on any single variable (Table 3.4). 
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Figure 3.2
Correct Percentage of Inversion by Verb Type
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Table 3.2
Correct Percentages of Inversion by Question Type for 3-year-olds
What Where When Why Average
Does 88% 50% 38% 25% 50%
Did 62% 25% 62% 62% 53%
BE-aux 29% 38% 62% 75% 51%
BE-cop 57% 38% 38% 62% 49%
Modal 62% 75% 62% 50% 62%
Average 60% 45% 52% 55%
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Table 3.3
Correct Percentages of Inversion by Question Type for 4-year-olds
What Where When Why Average
Does 86% 100% 71% 86% 85%
Did 86% 86% 71% 50% 73%
BE-aux 86% 71% 57% 67% 70%
BE-cop 57% 71% 71% 50% 62%
Modal 71% 43% 57% 57% 57%
Average 77% 74% 65% 52%
Table 3.4
Correct Percentages of Inversion by Question Type for 5-year-olds
What Where When Why Average
Does 100% 100% 86% 100% 96%
Did 86% 86% 100% 71% 86%
BE-aux 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
BE-cop 86% 71% 71% 100% 82%
Modal 86% 86% 86% 86% 86%
Average 92% 89% 89% 91%
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3.4 Discussion
Of the children below age four, not a single one of them had reached ceiling for 
inversion. This is indicative that optionality for verb inversion is characteristic of all 
children.  The average correct percentages based on verb type remained relatively 
consistent for all different forms. 
The combination of why and does was the most strikingly difficult for 3-year-olds 
with only 25% correct inversion. The other variable combination that proved difficult was 
what and auxiliary with 29% correct inversion. Because neither does nor auxiliary appears 
to provide any tremendous difficulty when paired with other wh- question types, we are 
left to wonder what underlying syntactic or pragmatic features might be governing the 
non-inversion of these question types. 
Chapter 4.  Study 3: Comparison of Grammaticality Judgments of Verb 
Nonfiniteness and Uninverted Wh- Questions
4.1 Background
We have seen the restrictions that limit verb movement within a hierarchical 
structure, so that a verb may only move upwards in the structure (Baker 1988), and that it 
may not skip over an empty head without first moving through it before passing on to its 
final destination (Chomsky 1981).  We have also seen that in child grammar verb raising 
is optional (Wexler 1998), which brings us to the basis for the present study, through 
which we explore the possibility that knowledge of verb raising might be a necessary 
precondition for subject-verb inversion. If so, this would be consistent with a correlation 
20
between children’s grammaticality judgments of nonfinite verbs and those of uninverted 
wh- questions. 
4.2 Methods
Participants
The children of this study were the children of the previous studies who 
successfully completed both tasks. (Note: While there were the same number of children 
who successfully completed Study 1 and Study 2, not all children who completed one test 
managed to complete the other, therefore different children have been included in the 
results for each study.) Of these children, there were a total of eighteen children who 
successfully completed both. Their ages ranged from 3;0 to 6;0. Their mean age was 4;6. 
Of this group, there were six 3-year-olds, six 4-year-olds, five 5-year-olds, and one 6-year-
old. 
Procedures
The procedures consisted of the two grammaticality judgment tasks as described in 
Study 1 and Study 2 and then of compared results via a cross-sectional study. 
4.3 Results
Of the scorable results obtained, there are various patterns to be noted. A 
correlation was found between inversion and finiteness marking (Pearson Correlation = 
0.646, p < 0.01, two tailed). That said, many of the participants appeared to be near perfect 
on both tasks, as illustrated by the high concentration of data points in the upper righthand 
quadrant of the scatterplot given in Figure 4.1 and Table 4.1. 
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Tale 4.1 Inversion and Finiteness Scores Compared
Inversion Finiteness
1.00 1.00
0.95 0.92
0.95 0.96
0.95 0.96
0.90 0.75
0.90 0.92
0.90 1.00
0.85 0.90
0.85 0.92
0.75 0.96
0.65 0.42
0.65 0.63
0.63 0.96
0.55 0.78
0.52 0.58
0.45 0.83
0.42 0.63
0.32 0.65
Figure 4.1 Inversion and Finiteness Scores Compared
22
We plan to continue testing 3- and 4-year-old children in hopes of determining 
whether lower percentage scores correlate as highly as do the mostly high percentage 
scores given.
Of the eighteen children from whom we were able to obtain scorable data for both 
tasks, all but two of them demonstrated a nearly equal or greater ability to determine 
grammaticality based on verb finiteness rather than subject-verb inversion. This provides 
further evidence for our hypothesis, as subject-verb inversion in wh- questions is a 
secondary step after the verb has already passed through I to receive inflection. This also 
offers additional support for Chomsky’s Head Movement Constraint (1981) which 
postulates that verbs cannot raise past an empty syntactic head without going through it 
because we see that the children who are unable to determine verb finiteness are even less 
capable of raising the verb to C for question formation, therefore it would be impossible 
for these children to invert questions with nonfinite verbs.
Based strictly on age, it seems that most children reach adult grammar levels of 
verb finiteness approximately by age 5 (the mean nonfinite score of children over 60 
months was 92.5% correct), and subject-verb inversion by age 5;6 (the mean inversion 
score of children over 66 months was 92.5% correct). There was a correlation between 
both age and finiteness (Pearson Correlation = 0.688, p < 0.002, two tailed) and age and 
inversion (Pearson Correlation = 0.676, p < 0.002).
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Table 4.2
Comparison of Study 1 and Study 2 Results 
for Children not at Ceiling
Age in 
Months
Inversion -
% Correct
Nonfinites -
% Correct
Child 1 36 32 65
Child 2 39 52 58
Child 3 43 55 65
Child 4 44 65 63
Child 5 46 60 42
Child 6 56 45 83
Child 7 57 42 63
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4.4 Discussion
An interesting observation of this study was the number of children who 
determined both items presented in a single task to be grammatical and the instances in 
which these responses occurred. Children who gave more than three answers per test as 
“both” were excluded from Study 1 and/or Study 2 results.  Children who gave three or 
fewer “both” answers per test had their “both” responses excluded from the test. Modified 
test scores were calculated after excluding “both” answers and were not omitted from 
either study.  
I would like to take a moment to reflect on the “both” answers that we received on 
Study 1 and Study 2.  Relatively few children (seven total) gave “both” as an answer to 
the either-or task at hand, but those who did repeatedly claimed both utterances to be 
grammatical. I propose that this can be interpreted as further evidence of Wexler’s 
Optional Infinitive Stage (1998). During the Optional Infinitive Stage, both finite and 
nonfinite verbs are deemed to be grammatical and thus the “both” answers on these 
grammaticality judgment tasks provide further illustration of that. 
Table 4.3
Instances of “Both” 
Answers in Finiteness Task
-s 4
-ed 8
BE-aux 1
BE-cop 0
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Table 4.4
Instances of “Both” Answers in Inversion Task
what where when why
-s 0 1 3 1
-ed 0 1 0 3
BE-aux 0 1 0 4
BE-cop 1 1 0 4
Modal 0 2 0 1
Going back to Erreich’s inversion study (1984), her results showed that adjunct 
wh- questions (when, why) were the most difficult to invert. Tables 4.3 and 4.4 illustrate 
the frequency of the “both” responses from Study 1 and Study 2. While Erreich’s results 
do not break down the wh- questions by tense morpheme, she does describe the relative 
percentages of inversion with different wh- pronouns. It is evident from the data in Figure 
3.1 that adjunct why and when are the most frequently uninverted, whereas argument what 
falls on the opposite end, which does follow Erreich's elicited production results. 
As per verb type, past tense –ed sentences were the most frequently accepted as 
“both.”  I speculate that this is the result of past tense allomorphs consisting of both 
regular –ed marking and irregular suppletive forms of the "drink-drank", "eat-ate" variety. 
The large number and high frequency of irregular past tense forms in English likely makes 
learning the past tense much more difficult than present tense –s, which is completely 
regular. Auxiliary and copular be, on the other hand, only poses the relatively 
straightforward learning problem of memorizing four suppletive forms. In this way, it 
seems possible that the variability in the input caused by the irregular past tense forms is 
likely to make the development of a grammatical rule more difficult.
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Chapter 5. Summary and Conclusions
From the above three studies we can come to several related conclusions. First, in 
regards to Study 1, we can see that our results support the Rice, Wexler, and Redmond’s 
(1998) position that abstract syntactic tense develops over time and can be measured 
receptively, using multiple morphological expressions. The three age groups tested in this 
study, when represented in a cross-sectional fashion, express nearly linear growth curves 
for the four items of verb finiteness tested (third person singular, past tense marker, 
auxiliary “be”, and copular “be”).  Our study differs from Rice et al’s in that it consisted 
of a single interview period, in contrast to the 1998 study, which followed children across 
many years.  Achieving such similar results in a short-term study as in a longitudinal one, 
we can form the conclusion that verb markers do, in fact, develop in similar fashions. 
In accordance with the pattern of nonfinite verbs we have seen in Study 1, looking 
at the inversion errors of wh- questions in Study 2 we see that the verb type has relatively 
little influence over the children’s receptive ability of that verb. All verb types stayed 
within a 25% range from the 3-year-olds to the 5-year-olds.
The correlation within the verb types themselves is consistent with the results of 
Study 1, but we see that variation does exist in wh-  type.  This supports Erreich’s (1984) 
study that reported a difference between adjunct wh- questions and argument wh-
questions; however, our results show that adjuncts are much more readily accepted in the 
3-year-old group than Erreich’s elicited response and spontaneous speech task showed.
While there are several tentative conclusions that we have been able to formulate 
based on the present studies, we hope to continue this research to include a larger group of 
participants so as to expand on these findings. 
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